(1) Decided, by fifteen votes to one, that the starting-point of the single maritime boundary delimiting the respective maritime areas between the Republic of Peru and the Republic of Chile is the intersection of the parallel of latitude passing through Boundary Marker No. 1 with the low-water line;
(2) Decided, by fifteen votes to one, that the initial segment of the single maritime boundary follows the parallel of latitude passing through Boundary Marker No. 1 westward;
(3) Decided, by ten votes to six, that this initial segment runs up to a point (Point A) situated at a distance of 80 nautical miles from the starting-point of the single maritime boundary;
(4) Decided, by ten votes to six, that from Point A, the single maritime boundary shall continue south-westward along the line equidistant from the coasts of the Republic of Peru and the Republic of Chile, as measured from that point, until its intersection (at Point B) with the 200-nautical-mile limit measured from the baselines from which the territorial sea of the Republic of Chile is measured. From Point B, the single maritime boundary shall continue southward along that limit until it reaches the point of intersection (Point C) of the 200-nautical-mile limits measured from the baselines from which the territorial seas of the Republic of Peru and the Republic of Chile, respectively, are measured; (5) Decided, by fifteen votes to one, that, for the reasons given in paragraph 189 [of the present Judgment], it does not need to rule on the second final submission of the Republic of Peru. (Australia v. Japan: New Zealand intervening) . The Court found that Japan's whaling programme in the Antarctic (JARPA II) is not in accordance with three provisions of the Schedule to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling. In the Judgment, the Court:
Judgment of 31 March 2014 in the case concerning Whaling in the Antarctic
(1) found, unanimously, that it has jurisdiction to entertain the Application filed by Australia on 31 May 2010;
(2) found, by twelve votes to four, that the special permits granted by Japan in connection with JARPA II do not fall within the provisions of Article VIII, paragraph 1, of the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling; (3) found, by twelve votes to four, that Japan, by granting special permits to kill, take and treat fin, humpback and Antarctic minke whales in pursuance of JARPA II, has not acted in conformity with its obligations under paragraph 10 (e) of the Schedule to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling; (4) found, by twelve votes to four, that Japan has not acted in conformity with its obligations under paragraph 10 (d) of the Schedule to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling in relation to the killing, taking and treating of fin whales in pursuance of JARPA II; (5) found, by twelve votes to four, that Japan has not acted in conformity with its obligations under paragraph 7 (b) of the Schedule to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling in relation to the killing, taking and treating of fin whales in the "Southern Ocean Sanctuary" in pursuance of JARPA II; (6) found, by thirteen votes to three, that Japan has complied with its obligations under paragraph 30 of the Schedule to the International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling with regard to JARPA II; (7) decided, by twelve votes to four, that Japan shall revoke any extant authorization, permit or licence granted in relation to JARPA II, and refrain from granting any further permits in pursuance of that programme.
Cases removed
Aerial Herbicide Spraying (Ecuador v. Colombia) . This case was removed from the Court´s list on 13 September 2013 at the request of Ecuador, following an Agreement between the Parties dated 9 September 2013 "that fully and finally resolves all of Ecuador's claims against Colombia". This Agreement establishes an exclusion zone, in which Colombia will not conduct aerial spraying operations, creates a Joint Commission to ensure that spraying operations outside that zone have not caused herbicides to drift into Ecuador and, so long as they have not, provides a mechanism for the gradual reduction in the width of the said zone. The Agreement sets out operational parameters for Colombia's spraying programme, records the agreement of the two Governments to ongoing exchanges of information in that regard, and establishes a dispute settlement mechanism.
Pendant cases
Frontier Dispute (Burkina Faso v. Niger) . On 12 July 2013, the Court nominated three experts to assist the Parties in the operation of demarcation of the frontier, pursuant to 
Certain Activities carried out by Nicaragua in the Border Area (Costa Rica v. Nicaragua).
On 16 Jul 2013, the Court decided unanimously not to modify the provisional measures indicated by Order of 8 March 2011. After examining the requests of the Parties and finding that it could not accede to them, the Court notes nevertheless that "the presence of organized groups of Nicaraguan nationals in the disputed area carries the risk of incidents which might aggravate the present dispute". It adds that that situation is "exacerbated by the limited size of the area and the numbers of Nicaraguan nationals who are regularly present there", and wishes to express "its concerns in this regard" (para. 37). So, the Court reaffirmed those measures, in particular, the requirement that the Parties "shall refrain from any action which might aggravate or extend the dispute before the Court or make it more difficult to resolve" (para. 38).
Certain Activities carried out by Nicargua in the Border Area (Costa Rica v. Nicaragua).
On 24 September 2013, the Republic of Costa Rica filed in the Registry of the Court a document entitled "Request for the Indication of New Provisional Measures". Costa Rica claims that its request is prompted by (i) Nicaragua's continued presence on Costa Rica's territory; (ii) the recent and ongoing construction by Nicaragua of two new artificial channels (or caños) in the "disputed territory" which is the subject of the Court's Order of 8 March 2011 on provisional measures; and (iii) related dredging and dumping activities by Nicaragua affecting that territory and detrimentally impacting upon its ecology. Costa Rica "respectfully requests the Court as a matter of urgency to order the following provisional measures so as to prevent further breaches of [its] territorial integrity and further irreparable harm to the territory in question, pending the determination of this case on the merits: (1) the immediate and unconditional suspension of any work by way of dredging or otherwise in the disputed territory, and specifically the cessation of work of any kind on the two further artificial caños . . .; (2) that Nicaragua immediately withdraw any personnel, infrastructure (including lodging tents) and equipment (including dredgers) introduced by it, or by any persons under its jurisdiction or coming from its territory, from the disputed territory; (3) that Costa Rica be permitted to undertake remediation works in the disputed territory on the two new artificial caños and the surrounding areas, to the extent necessary to prevent irreparable prejudice being caused to the disputed territory; and (4) that each Party shall immediately inform the Court as to its compliance with the above provisional measures not later than one week of the issuance of the Order". The public hearings on this request took place between 14 and 17 October 2013.
On the other hand, on 11 October 2013, Nicaragua filled a Request for the indication of provisional measures in this case as well as in the case Construction of a Road in Costa Rica along the San Juan River (Nicaragua v. Costa Rica).
By Order of 22 November 2013, the Court decided that Nicaragua must refrain from any dredging and other activities in the disputed territory and must, in particular, refrain from work of any kind on the two new caños, and that it must fill the trench on the beach north of the eastern caño within two weeks. (Nicaragua v. Costa Rica) . By an Order of 13 December 2013, the Court found, unanimously, "that the circumstances, as they now present themselves to [it] , are not such as to require the exercise of its power
Construction of a Road in Costa Rica along the San Juan River
[…] to indicate provisional measures". By its Request, Nicaragua sought to protect certain rights which, in its view, are affected by the road construction works being carried out by Costa Rica near the border area between the two countries along the San Juan River.
By an Order of 3 February 2014, the Court fixed 4 August 2014 and 2 February 2015 as the respective time-limits for the filing of these written pleadings.
New cases
Nicaragua v. Colombia. On 16 September 2013, Nicaragua instituted proceedings against Colombia with regard to a "dispute [which] concerns the delimitation of the boundaries between, on the one hand, the continental shelf of Nicaragua beyond the 200-nautical-mile limit from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea of Nicaragua is measured, and on the other hand, the continental shelf of Colombia". In its Application, Nicaragua requests the Court to determine " [t] Belgium ratifies amendments to the Rome Statute On 26 November 2013, Belgium deposited at the United Nations the instruments of acceptance of the amendments to the Rome Statute on the crime of aggression and on article 8 related to war crimes.
Sweden contributes €4.2 million to the Trust Fund for Victims (TFV)
On 22 November 2013, it was published that the Swedish international development agency (Sida) and the TFV signed an agreement over three years with a total contribution by Sida of €4.2 million. This is until now the single largest contribution of a State Party to the TFV.
Ratifications of amendments to the Rome Statute on the crime of aggressino and article 8
On 1 October 2013 Andorra, Cyprus, Slovenia, and Uruguay deposited their instruments of ratification of the amendments to the Rome Statute on the crime of aggression and to article 8 of the Rome Statute on war crimes.
Rations of amendments to the Rome Statute on the crime of aggression and article 8 On 10
June 2013, the then Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, H.E. Mr Guido Westerwelle deposited the instruments of ratification of the amendments to the Rome Statute on the crime of aggression and on article 8 on war crimes, as well as the Permanent Representative of Botswana to the United Nations, H.E. Mr Charles Thembani Ntwaagae.
Judgments
The Prosecutor v. Germain Katanga On 7 March 2014, the Trial Chamber II of the ICC found Germain Katanga guilty of one count of crime against humanity (murder) and four war crimes (murder, attacking a civilian population, destroying property and pillage), all of them committed in the Ituri district of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). Based on witness testimonies and evidence presented, the Chamber found that Germain Katanga had contributed significantly to the crimes committed by the Ngiti militia assisting them to plan the operation against the village of Bogoro and reinforced their strike capability. On 23 May of 2014, the Trial Chamber II sentenced Germain Katanga to a total of 12 years of prison, deducting the time spent in detention at the ICC from his sentence.
Procedural Incidents
Situation in the Republic of Korea (RoK) On 23 June 2014, the Prosecutor of the ICC Fatou Bensouda, announced to conclude the preliminary examination of the situation in the Republic of Korea (RoK) due to the fact that requirements for initiating an investigation had not been met. The situation in RoK included the assessment of incidents in the Yellow Sea. The Arusha Branch of the MICT, which took on functions derived from the ICTR, commenced operations on 1 July 2012.
The Prosecutor v. Laurent Gbagbo

Trial Chamber
On 18 July 2014, the Trial Chamber, by majority, acquitted Radislav Krstić, former Commander of the Drina Corps of the Bosnian Serb Army (VRS), of one charge of contempt of the Tribunal for failing to comply with, or to show good cause why he could not comply with, a subpoena in which he was ordered to testify in the case of Radovan Karadžić.
On 28 August 2014, the Chamber appointed by order of the Vice-President found by majority, Judge Liu dissenting, that Judge Frederik Harhoff had demonstrated an unacceptable appearance of bias in favour of conviction. He is therefore disqualified from the case of Vojislav Šešelj. The Chamber's decision follows Vojislav Šešelj's defence motion of 9 July 2013 seeking the disqualification of Judge Harhoff from the bench in his case, on the basis of a letter that the Judge wrote dated 6 June 2013. The Defence contended that the letter showed the Judge's bias in the current proceedings. The Majority, Judge Liu dissenting, concluded that by "referring to a "set practice" of convicting 
Appeals Chamber
On 11 July 2013, the Appeals Chamber unanimously reversed Radovan Karadžić's acquittal for genocide in the municipalities of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which was entered at the close of the Prosecution case. The Appeals Chamber remanded the matter to the Trial Chamber for further action consistent with the Appeal Judgment.
On 23 January 2014, the Appeals Chamber partially granted the appeals of both the Defence and the Prosecution in the Šainović et al. case involving four Serbian senior officials from the political, military, and police establishment of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) and Serbia. In its Judgment, the Appeals Chamber reduced the sentence of Nikola Šainović from 22 to 18 years of imprisonment, the sentence of Sreten Lukić from 22 to 20 years of imprisonment, and of Vladimir Lazarević from 15 to 14 years in prison. The 22 year sentence of Nebojša Pavković was affirmed.
On 27 January 2014, the Appeals Chamber pronounced its Judgment in the case of Vlastimir Đorđević, confirming his guilt for crimes committed by Serbian forces during a campaign of terror and violence against Kosovo Albanians during the conflict in Kosovo. It partially granted the appeals of both the Defence and the Prosecution and reduced Đorđević's sentence from 27 years to 18 years in prison. He also noted that the fourth case currently at trial stage of proceedings-that of Vojislav Šešelj-was a case with special challenges. President Meron informed the Council that, since his last report, two appeals Judgments had been handed down, and that by the end of the year two more were expected. The President reiterated that, despite the Tribunal's continuing efforts, it was currently anticipated that the Tribunal will not complete the appeals in the remaining three appeal cases by 31 December 2014, and added that one of these appeal cases had experienced a setback in its projected timeline.
IV. SPECIAL COURT FOR SIERRA LEONE (SCSL) -RESIDUAL SPECIAL
COURT FOR SIERRA LEONE (RSCSL) (http://www.rscsl.org)
News
The Special Court for Sierra Leone completed its mandate and closed on 31 of December 2013. As of 1 of January 2014, the Residual Special Court for Sierra Leone (RSCSL) succeeded the SCSL in order to manage the ten residual functions that include witness protection, supervision of prison sentences, and the management of the SCSL archives. The RSCSL was established by an agreement signed on 11 August 2010 between the Government of Sierra Leone and the United Nations, has its interim seat in The Hague and an office in Sierra Leone for witness protection and victim support. Ten of the total sixteen judges working for the RSCSL are appointed by the United Nations and six by the Government of Sierra Leone. On 3 December 2013, Justice Philip N. Waki of Kenya was elected President and Justice Jon Kamanda of Sierra Leone is the new Vice President of the RSCSL.
Residual functions of the RSCSL
The ten residual functions are grouped into two categories. 
Trial of Johnny Paul Koroma
Mr Koroma is the only indicted person who is not in custody. According to Article 7 of the Residual Special Court Statute, the RSCSL is authorized to refer the case to a competent national jurisdiction for trial. However, if it turns out that the national proceedings were not impartial, the RSCSL may try Koroma subsequently anyhow. Reelection On 12 July 2013, the STL President David Baragwanath and Vice-President Ralph Riachy were reelected for another 18 months. Case E-6/12 -EFTA Surveillance Authority v The Kingdom of Norway On 11 September 2013, the Court delivered a judgment partially upholding an application by the EFTA Surveillance Authority ("ESA") against Norway. It was claimed that a Norwegian administrative practice refusing family benefits in certain cases to workers in Norway constitutes an infringement of the EEA Agreement. First, the Court upheld the application regarding the infringement of Article 1(f)(i) of the Regulation 1408/71 on the coordination of social security schemes. Norway's argument that the Article is merely a definitional norm, incapable of being infringed by itself was rejected as, according to the Court, Article 1(f)(i) defines the personal scope of the Regulation with regard to members of the family, which is fundamental for a correct application of the choice of law rules of the Regulation. Second, the Court rejected the application on the alleged infringement of Article 76 of the Regulation. The Court decided that ESA had failed to present sufficient evidence. Case E-23/13 Hellenic Capital Market Commission (HCMC) On 9 May 2014, the Court gave an advisory opinion that a requirement that obliges the authority to request information in order to specify facts that give rise to the suspicion is not compatible with Directive 2003/6/EC.
V. EXTRAORDINARY CHAMBERS IN THE COURTS OF CAMBODIA (ECCC)
(
Procedural incidents
VI. SPECIAL TRIBUNAL FOR THE LEBANON (STL) (http
Procedural incidents
Advisory Opinion
Case E-26/13 Íslenska ríkið v Atli Gunnarsson
Case E-7/13 -Creditinfo Lánstraust hf. v þjóðskrá lslands og íslenska ríkið On 12
December 2013, the Court delivered its advisory opinion with regard to the interpretation of
